Reactions of full-time employees to reward-allocation decisions by managers that were based either on work performance or on seniority were surveyed in former East Germany and in the United Kingdom. Schwartz's model of universal human values is predicted to moderate the perceived justice of these reward-allocation principles. It was found that self-enhancement versus self-transcendence is a more powerful moderator of justice perceptions compared with openness to change versus conservation values. The study demonstrates the usefulness of values research in explaining perceptions of justice and highlights the importance of values for justice theories.
evidence on the circumstances under which values do and do not relate consistently to outcomes of interest to cross-cultural researchers.
The studies cited above all used values to predict attitudes and behavior directly. To the best of our knowledge, no research has yet focused on the consistency with which values also act as guiding principles in shaping individuals' perceptions of events, behaviors, and situations. This aspect of values is central to the definition of values put forward by Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) but has not received empirical investigation. The second purpose of this study is, therefore, to enrich values research by focusing on values as moderators of one aspect of perceived social reality, namely justice. To test the generality of effects, we sample two nations with contrasting, recent social history.
To be more specific, we investigate how employees in organizations in former East Germany and the United Kingdom respond to human resource allocations where either the performance of the individual or their seniority is taken into consideration. East German employees were socialized within a state-socialist system, whereas British employees come from a traditional free-market economy. Studying employees in these two settings will enhance our understanding of how general cultural values are related to perceptions of specific workplace events. Furthermore, the study focuses on both performance-and seniorityrelated reward allocations because these are both in widespread use, although researchers have rarely investigated how individuals respond to such allocations in actual work settings.
REWARD ALLOCATION AND JUSTICE PRINCIPLES
Theories of justice and reward allocation have almost all been formulated in North America. In defining the topic of our research, we first examine relevant parts of the U.S. literature. Theorists have most often assumed that the primary goal of organizations is to increase profit and shareholder value. Given this assumed economic nature, companies are likely to allocate rewards to employees who excel in their work performance. The focus on task performance is natural "in a society in which economic values tend to pervade all aspects of social life" (Deutsch, 1975, p. 137) . Employees, in turn, expect returns based on exerted effort and work performance. Western-justice theorists have argued (Tyler & Lind, 1992 ) that justice communicates whether individuals are valued and respected members of an organization. By rewarding employees in line with their work performance, organizational decision makers acknowledge that employees are important and that their input is valued and recognized.
Organizations can also reward greater seniority. Insko and colleagues (Insko et al., 1982; Insko et al., 1980) were the first to demonstrate the importance of seniority effects in organizational settings. Insko et al. (1982) provided three reasons why seniority rules in organizations might develop. First, seniority ensures that the most experienced members will be selected and retained. For example, Rusbult, Insko, and Lin (1995) argued that seniority represents a second-order, merit-based reward. Organizations are likely to reward seniority because of expectations that more senior employees have greater wisdom and experience, especially socioemotional wisdom. More senior employees are more attached to the organization, more loyal and committed (e.g., Hackett, Bycio, & Hausdorf, 1994; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993) , and, therefore, enhance productivity and smooth workflow. Second, rewarding seniority ensures that older members with a high degree of social familiarity are retained compared with younger members or strangers with lesser familiarity (e.g., old boy networks). Third, seniority is likely to reduce conflict because it allows all members potential access to higher positions. Therefore, seniority is both an egalitarian as well as a differential allocation principle (Martin & Harder, 1994) . It is differential because it is tied to individual differences, and individuals are not treated equally. However, seniority is egalitarian because employees can decide to stay within a company and gain greater seniority in the long run. Allocating rewards to more senior employees communicates to employees that their longterm contribution and loyalty to the organization is valued. Rusbult et al. (1995) argued that seniority might be "a temporarily extended version of the equality rule (i.e., a rather longterm version of turn-taking), if a member remains in the group long enough, he or she eventually will reap the benefits accruing to senior members" (p. 26). In the present article, we test how employees in our two samples perceive seniority (e.g., as more egalitarian or as differential). Rusbult et al. (1995) identified two more reasons for organizations to reward seniority. First, allocation of rewards to more senior members represents an indirect way of maintaining stable group membership. Staying loyal to the group will pay off in the long run. Furthermore, the identity of individuals is partly based on the group to which an individual is attached (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) . Rewarding senior members is "a means of repaying persons who have contributed to preserving a key self-defining social institution" (Rusbult et al., 1995, p. 26) .
Experimental studies have demonstrated that seniority is used by allocators in laboratory settings to reward hypothetical employees both within the United States (Chen, 1995; Hundley & Kim, 1997; Martin & Harder, 1994; Rusbult et al., 1995) and in East Asian countries such as China (Chen, 1995) , Korea (Hundley & Kim, 1997) , and Taiwan (Rusbult et al., 1995) . Rusbult et al. (1995) also commented on the widespread use of seniority in real organizations. For example, salary normally increases with age and tenure (Leonard, 1990; Nathan, Lubin, & Matarazzo, 1981) , more senior employees receive more vacations (Green & Potepan, 1988) , and there is a link between promotion rules and seniority (Ingram & Bellenger, 1983) . However, no empirical study has investigated whether employees in organizations perceive allocations based on seniority as fair. As a result, the widespread neglect of seniority in the justice literature should be addressed. The present study tries to fill this gap.
Furthermore, in the present study we ask employees about what their organizations consider when making specific decisions. These decisions are pay raises, promotions, and asking employees to leave the company. This question is more closely related to procedural justice than to distributive justice. Procedural justice deals with the process of decision making and how organizations determine the outcomes. Therefore, we would argue that decision makers have discretion about the specific criteria they can use to determine outcomes. As with established criteria for procedural justice such as unbiased decision making and seeking accurate and correct information (Leventhal, 1980) , the selection of appropriate criteria to be rewarded (e.g., work performance, need, seniority) should be seen as a part of the procedures. Our approach is novel in that we conceptualize reward allocation as more related to procedural justice than to distributive justice. Schwartz (1992) developed what he intended to be a universal classification of human values. Ten motivational value types were derived from the universal human requirements and needs to which all individuals and groups must respond (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987) . Two major conflicts are seen as underlying these 10 value types, which can be represented as two basic dimensions. The first is openness to change opposed to conservation. The value types self-direction, stimulation, and hedonism oppose security, conformity, and tradition. As a result, the dimension reflects a conflict between an emphasis on one's independent thoughts, actions, and interests and a positive attitude toward change versus a submission of oneself, preservation of traditional practices, valuing and protecting the stability in one's life, and attempts to preserve the status quo. A second bipolar dimension is labeled self-enhancement versus self-transcendence. This comprises power and achievement as part of selfenhancement and benevolence and universalism as aspects of self-transcendence. The conflict lies between the motivation to pursue personal success and interests and to dominate others (even at their expense) versus an acceptance of others (close and distant) as equal, a motivation to transcend selfish concerns and to promote the welfare of others.
VALUES AND JUSTICE PERCEPTIONS
As discussed before, our purpose is to test whether the Schwartz value dimensions will moderate justice effects in similar ways across the two samples. In formulating our hypotheses, we draw on Schwartz's (1996) account of value-behavior linkages and relate it to Tyler and Lind's (1992) relational model of authority. Tyler and Lind proposed that individuals care about justice because experienced justice communicates information about the relationship between individuals and their groups and the authorities in charge of their group. Authorities have some discretion about which principles can be used to allocate rewards in organizations. Individuals will evaluate these allocation criteria in terms of their perceived fairness and the implications for their standing and recognition within their work group. The allocation principles that are used, therefore, communicate to individuals what value individual employees have within their organization. Depending on their own value structure and their related aspirations and goals, individuals will arrive at different conclusions about their recognition, standing, and trust by management. Thus, the perception of justice is an interaction between the actions of authorities and individuals' values.
HYPOTHESES RELATING VALUES TO PERCEIVED JUSTICE SELF-ENHANCEMENT VERSUS SELF-TRANSCENDENCE
Individuals endorsing self-enhancement values are concerned with power and achievement goals. Power values emphasize status, prestige, and control of resources. Achievement values stress success. Rewarding more productive employees indicates that an organization values employees that contribute to organizational success. Recognition within the organization is achieved by showing higher performance. Because self-enhancement values emphasize striving for success and recognition, people emphasizing such values are also likely to favor performance-related allocation principles.
Self-transcendence values entail concerns about the well-being of people close to oneself (Gaerling, 1999) as well as concern for all humans and the environment. Self-transcendence values have an egalitarian and tolerant quality. Rewarding performance of individuals communicates to employees that the organization values employees as long as they contribute economically but that it does not show an interest in them as human beings. Differential treatment on the basis of individual economic performance is not closely related to these relational concerns. Therefore, people valuing self-transcendence will perceive performance-related allocation norms as less fair. Hypothesis 1. Individuals valuing self-enhancement will perceive the use of performance-related allocation criteria as fairer than will those endorsing self-transcendence.
As discussed previously, seniority is a more complex allocation principle in that it can be seen both as an egalitarian and differential allocation principle (Martin & Harder, 1994) . Therefore, our hypotheses for seniority are more exploratory. Assuming that seniority is a differential allocation principle, rewarding seniority indicates to employees that staying with their organization will result in positions higher up the hierarchical ladder in an organization. Therefore, people valuing power might see seniority-based allocation as fairer because that allows them to demonstrate superiority by choosing to stay with the company and get promoted. Organizations rewarding employees on the basis of seniority communicate that they value some employees over others. Therefore, individuals concerned with equal treatment are more likely to perceive differential treatment based on seniority as unfair.
Hypothesis 2a.
Employees endorsing self-enhancement will perceive seniority-based allocation as fairer than will those endorsing self-transcendence.
On the other hand, Rusbult et al. (1995) noted that seniority might serve as a kind of extended version of the equality rule. In this way, rewarding seniority might communicate to individuals that loyalty and equality are important within the organization. This would indicate that individuals with self-transcendent values should be more likely to perceive seniority as fair. In contrast, employees valuing self-enhancement would try to advance fast and on their own merit, focusing more on short-term outcomes and changing employers if these are not adequate. Seniority is a slow and probably frustrating way of achieving superiority. Therefore, people valuing self-enhancement would see seniority-based allocation as less just because it does not serve their goal of achieving success by demonstrating superior performance.
Hypothesis 2b. Individuals endorsing self-transcendence values will perceive seniority-based allocation as fairer than will those endorsing self-enhancement.
OPENNESS TO CHANGE VERSUS CONSERVATION
Conservation values focus on concerns about tradition, security, and conformity. Openness to change entails a preference for hedonism, stimulation, and self-direction. Farh, Earley, and Lin (1997) found that Taiwanese employees endorsing values closely related to openness to change based their attitudes toward work more strongly on perceived justice, whereas those endorsing traditional values were not influenced by organizational justice. Individuals endorsing traditional values are not concerned with justice and, therefore, would not attend to allocation procedures to evaluate their standing and recognition within their group (Fischer & Smith, 2004; Lind, Tyler, & Huo, 1997) . As a result, openness values could lead to a stronger emphasis on justice in general. Openness to change is closely related to modernity, whereas conservation is opposed to it. Therefore, it could be that the relationship between work performance and perceived fairness is weaker for those with conservation values and stronger for those endorsing openness to change.
Hypothesis 3. Individuals valuing openness to change will perceive performance-related allocation as fairer than will those endorsing conservation.
A similar process might be predicted for seniority, suggesting that individuals endorsing openness to change are more concerned about their standing and recognition (Fischer & Smith, 2004; Lind et al., 1997) and, therefore, are more likely to evaluate reward-allocation procedures in terms of fairness.
Hypothesis 4a. Individuals valuing openness to change will perceive seniority-based allocation as fairer than will those endorsing conservation.
However, openness to change is also related to the search for hedonistic satisfaction and gratification in the present. Rewarding seniority could communicate that individuals will not receive their pay raise or promotion right now, thereby frustrating their need for immediate gratification, challenge seeking, and independence. On the other hand, conservation values are related to respect for tradition, honoring the elderly, stability, and security. Allocation of rewards to older employees or those with longer tenure would be congruent with these concerns. As a result, we again formulate an alternative hypothesis.
Hypothesis 4b. Individuals endorsing openness to change will perceive seniority-based allocation as less fair than will those endorsing conservation.
CULTURAL CHARACTERISTICS OF EAST GERMANY AND THE UNITED KINGDOM
In the present study, responses from employees from the United Kingdom and Germany are studied. Most research on organizational justice has been conducted with U.S. samples and, more recently, with samples from selected East Asian countries. By conducting comparative research within Europe, we seek to extend the range of nations within which justice effects have been studied. Although tests of the predictive power of Schwartz values have been conducted in a broader range of nations, none has involved nations in Western Europe. Both the United Kingdom and Germany are pivotal players within the European Union and have enjoyed close partnership in the past four decades. Although sharing many similarities in terms of economic and political development, various authors have pointed to differences in intellectual and economic thinking, prevailing economic systems (e.g., Albert, 1993) , and recent political systems and structures (e.g., Wegener, 1995) . Intellectual and economic thinking in the Germanic area have been dominated by a community-oriented and normative tradition (Muller, 1999) , whereas English-speaking philosophers have emphasized individualistic and rational-utilitarian thinking (Perlman & McCann, 1998) . For 40 years, East Germany was a state-socialist economy with highly regulated structures, strong central planning, and low levels of initiative and change (Frese, Kring, Soose, & Zempel, 1996) . The current system in East Germany can be described as a social-welfare market economy shaped on the West German model, whereas Britain is a traditional free-market economy with only limited social-security systems (Albert, 1993) .
More relevant for the present study, value differences in a number of cross-national surveys have also been reported. Hofstede (1980) found British participants to be more individualistic than West Germans. The greatest difference was found in terms of uncertainty avoidance, with Germans wanting to maintain stability and certainty in everyday situations as opposed to a greater tolerance of uncertainty and ambiguity in the United Kingdom. Smith, Dugan, and Trompenaars (1996) found that East German managers were more conservative, traditional, and deferent to hierarchy than either British or West German managers. More recently, Sagiv and Schwartz (2000) placed the United Kingdom closer to the United States, whereas both parts of Germany were positioned closer to Scandinavian countries. Schwartz and Bardi (1997) demonstrated that living under a state-socialist system resulted in greater emphasis on values related to achievement, domination, and exerting power and a preference for traditional and hierarchical values. Berman and Murphy-Berman (1996) observed perceived justice differences between German and U.S. students and explained these differences by supposedly higher collectivism in Germany. These studies indicate that the greatest differences between the two samples are likely to be in terms of collectivism, conservatism, and uncertainty avoidance.
At the organizational level, management styles and company structures (Foley, 1998; Glunk, Wilderom, & Ogilvie, 1997; Stewart, Barsoux, Kieser, Ganter, & Walgenbach, 1994 , 1996 , patterns of representation of worker interests in companies (Hampden-Turner & Trompenaars, 1994) , and human resource policies (Muller, 1999) have been found to differ between the two countries. German organizations are characterized by high continuity and stability in the workplace with low turnover and high commitment among the workforce. It is expected that German employees spend their careers with one company (Glunk et al., 1997) . Such patterns are often more characteristic of collectivistic and traditional cultures. Higher collectivism in Germany is also related to strong codetermination. The involvement of workers in organizational decision making ensures that workers' interests are represented and codetermination serves to maintain harmony and stability between employers and employees. Workforce stability is an effective means to control uncertainty in everyday life (Hofstede, 2001) . Various authors (Muller, 1999; Nerdinger, 1998 ) also note high formalization and the importance of control mechanisms in German organizations. Again, this indicates a tendency to maintain social order (conservatism) and reduce uncertainty (uncertainty avoidance).
In contrast, U.K. organizations focus more on the short term and employ more staff on a part-time and fixed-term contract basis, and the long-term success of a company is given less priority (Stewart et al., 1994) . British managers are praised for their spontaneity and flexibility (Hickson & Pugh, 1995) , indicating a strongly individualistic and low uncertaintyavoidant management style. The United Kingdom and Germany are therefore sufficiently different in that they provide opportunities to extend the range of comparative justice research. Our hypotheses are phrased in culture-general terms because this provides the basis for testing the culture-general validity of values as guides for interpreting and evaluating social situations and events. We nevertheless test for sample-specific effects to ensure we do not miss differences that do exist.
METHOD PARTICIPANTS
Full-time employees in Germany and the United Kingdom were recruited by asking psychology students at the Universities of Sussex, United Kingdom, and Leipzig, Germany, to distribute surveys to persons known to them who were in full-time employment. One hundred and eighty-four surveys were returned in Germany and 150 in the United Kingdom. This sampling method does not allow a calculation of response rate. One hundred and thirty of the United Kingdom respondents were British nationals. The remaining 20 non-British nationals were dropped from further analyses. Almost all respondents from Leipzig were born in East Germany (95.7%). The samples from Germany and the United Kingdom were roughly comparable. About 51% of the participants in both samples were female. There was no difference in occupational status, χ 2 (2) = 3.03, n.s., or size of company, χ 2 (2) = 3.53, n.s. There were differences for ownership, χ 2 (2) = 11.77, p < .01; tenure, F(1,309) = 9.04, p < .01; and age, F(1,312) = 29.35, p < .001). Proportionally more U.K. participants were employed by multinationals (22%) compared with Germans (7.6%), whereas more Germans were employed in publicly owned organizations (32.1%) than Britons (25.2%). The German sample was older (M age = 39.46, SD = 10.89) and had worked longer in the current company (M tenure = 8.82, SD = 8.04) than the U.K. participants (M age = 32.18, SD = 12.84; M tenure = 6.16 years, SD = 7.10).
MEASURES
Reward allocation survey. The survey was developed for the present study. Two scales were created based on previous pilot research measuring the consideration of work performance and seniority across three decisions. In the final version, the three decisions studied were pay raise, promotions, and dismissals. Respondents were asked to indicate which allocation principles had been typically used when each of these decisions was made in their company and the extent to which work performance and seniority had been typically employed in relation to each of these decisions. Because respondents answered about typical events within their organization, they were generally neutral observers rather than recipients. Research by Lind, Kray, and Thompson (1998) has shown that justice effects are stronger for recipients of (in)justice compared with observers, which suggests that our findings are likely to underestimate effects for those who are actual recipients.
Five-point response scales were used with scale points labeled as always, often, sometimes, seldom, and never. Higher scores indicate greater reliance on work performance and seniority. Work performance was conceptualized in terms of general standards of performance. Items were, "People who perform better get more money," "People who perform better are promoted faster," and "People who perform less well are asked to go first." A qualifying phrase was added in brackets after each item to stress the individualistic and successoriented nature of equity ("according to their individual contribution to the success of their organization"). Two related aspects of seniority are age and tenure in the company. Model tenure items in the present study were, "The longer you stay in your company the more you earn" or "The longer you stay in your company the less likely is it that you are asked to go." Age items were phrased similarly. Model items are, "The older you are the more you earn" or "The older you are the less likely is it that you are asked to go." Fischer (2004a) and Fischer, Smith, and Richey (2003) reported psychometric properties of the scales across a number of samples. We performed a confirmatory factor analysis using LISREL 8.30 to assess the dimensionality of the two scales. Error variances for items related to the same decision (pay raise, promotion, dismissal) were permitted to covary (Long, 1983) . The data showed good fit for a two-factor structure in both samples (df = 15; χ 2 = 49.80 U.K. ; χ 2 = 15.85 Germany ; GFI = .92 U.K. ; GFI = .98 Germany ; CFI = 0.91 U.K. ; CFI = 1.00 Germany ). The alpha for the three-item performance scale was acceptable in the U.K. (α = .74) but only marginal in Germany (α = .62). Given the small numbers of items, it was judged acceptable for this study (e.g., Cortina, 1993; Nunnally, 1978 ). Cronbach's alpha for the seniority scale was .73 in the British sample and .72 in Germany.
Perceived justice. Two different measures were used. First, a shortened version of Niehoff and Moorman's (1993) scale was used, which is based on the six criteria of procedural justice proposed by Leventhal (1980) . Three items were selected for each of the decisions about pay raises, promotions, and somebody being asked to leave. This was done to shorten the questionnaire. Example items are, "To make the decision over the pay raise, accurate and complete information is collected"; "The decision over the promotion is made in an unbiased manner"; and "Employees are allowed to challenge or appeal decisions made in the company." Answers were recorded on 5-point scales with the labels always, often, sometimes, seldom, and never. Furthermore, general perceptions of organizational justice were measured with three items asking participants to evaluate the final decisions about pay raises, promotions, and dismissals in terms of their overall fairness (with labels from very fair to very unfair). This has been a common measure for overall procedural justice perceptions (see Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Tyler & Lind, 1992) . Altogether there were nine items measuring specific procedural justice aspects and three measuring general procedural fairness. Higher scores indicate greater perceived fairness. The items were translated into German by the first author, and this translation was checked using a committee approach with a bilingual postgraduate student and two bilingual social psychologists familiar with justice research. As a result, the comparability of the translations can be assumed.
A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using LISREL 8.30. Because items were repeated for the different decisions, we allowed error variances to covary (Bollen, 1989; Long, 1983) . The fit indices for a single justice dimension indicated a very good fit: χ 2 (28) = 31.60, n.s.; CFI = 1.00; GFI = .98. Alpha was .89 in both samples.
Finally, to assess the independence of the reward allocation principles and the global justice measures, an overall confirmatory factor analysis was performed. The fit indices were satisfactory: χ 2 (123) = 375.35; CFI = .94; GFI = .87.
The Schwartz value survey.
A 44-item version of the Schwartz value survey (Schwartz, 1992) was administered. The value items included were those found to cluster together consistently in at least 75% of the cultures sampled (Schwartz, 1992) . A German-language version was available (Boehnke, 1994) . The importance of each value was rated on a 9-point scale ranging from -1 (opposed to my values), 0 (not important), 3 (important), 6 (very important), to 7 (of supreme importance). Examples of conservation values are "respect for tradition," "obedient," and "family security." Openness to change values include "pleasure," "exciting life," and "freedom." Examples of self-transcendence values are "social justice," "equality," and "honest." Finally, self-enhancement includes values such as "successful," "ambitious," and "social power." The alphas for all dimensions were satisfactory (U.K., selftranscendence .86; self-enhancement .79; openness to change .87; conservation .84; Germany, self-transcendence .85; self-enhancement .83; openness to change .84; conservation .75). For the analyses presented below, difference scores were computed. For example, the mean for openness to change was subtracted from the mean for conservation for each individual. Therefore, a higher (positive) mean indicates that a person valued openness to a greater extent than conservation. Means, standard deviations, and correlations between all variables for both samples separately can be seen in Table 1 . There were significant differences between the two samples for consideration of work performance, F(1,306) = 4.03, p < .05; perceived justice, F(1,293) = 5.27, p < .05; openness to change vs. conservation, F(1,307) = 20.91, p < .001; and self-enhancement vs. self-transcendence, F(1,307) = 11.78, p < .01. The mean scores for seniority were not significantly different between the two sam-ples, F(1,310) = 2.50, n.s. British participants reported greater consideration of work performance in their organization, greater perceived justice, and greater endorsement of selfenhancement. East German participants endorsed conservation values more than did British employees.
RESULTS
To test the hypotheses, moderated multiple regression analysis was used. Regression techniques have been found to be more reliable than alternative techniques for testing interaction effects involving continuous predictors (Bobko, 1990; Stone, 1988) . We used difference scores (openness to change minus conservation and self-enhancement minus selftranscendence) as moderator variables. Following recommendations by Aiken and West (1991) and Stone (1988) , mean centered variables were used. Given the difficulty in detecting significant interactions (Stone, 1988) and the exploratory nature of this research, we followed Villa, Howell, Dorfman, and Daniel (2003) and performed separate regressions for each possible moderation effect for each justice principle, resulting in a total of four regressions. Furthermore, we predicted universal effects and were not expecting different relationships between reward allocation principles and perceived justice in the two samples.
First, age, tenure in the company, and dummy variables for gender (1 = male), occupational status (1 = manager), sector (1 = private and multinationals combined), and sample (1 = Germany) were entered to control for demographic differences and sample differences in the perceived justice means. The only significant demographic predictor of perceived justice was occupational status (β min = .23, p < .001). Managers reported greater perceived justice than other employees. There were also sample differences in overall reported justice (β = -.14, p < .05). German employees reported overall lower mean justice levels than British employees.
In the next step, the group-mean centered measure of allocation principle and the groupmean centered measure of values were entered as main effects. Before testing the interaction effect of interest (allocation principle x values as moderator), we next entered the interaction effects between sample and both the value dimension and the allocation principle to account 678 JOURNAL OF CROSS-CULTURAL PSYCHOLOGY for differences between the two samples. Our analysis is therefore more conservative by taking into account overall mean differences as well as interaction effects that are not of theoretical interest. Next, the interaction of interest was entered, and, finally, the three-way interaction between sample, allocation principle, and value was entered as the last step. The resulting beta coefficients for main and interaction effects are shown separately for each allocation principle in Table 2 . To facilitate interpretation of the results, graphs showing the interactions were plotted (Aiken & West, 1991) . The graphs show the regression line at one standard deviation above and below the mean for the moderator. First, an examination of the regression weights in Table 2 indicates that allocations based on work performance and seniority are both seen as fair. Work performance accounted for about 11% of the variance in justice perceptions, whereas seniority accounted for about 7%. Turning next to the predicted interaction effects, Hypothesis 1 stated that self-enhancement would strengthen the link between work performance and justice. The corresponding interaction effect was significant (see Table 2 ). Figure 1 shows that the interaction was in line with our hypothesis. Individuals who valued self-enhancement more than self-transcendence (the line labeled "high" in Figure 1 ) reported higher fairness scores if their organization allocated rewards according to work performance. In contrast, fairness scores were lower when their organization did not reward work performance. Individuals who valued self-transcendence more than self-enhancement (the line labeled "low" in Figure 1 ) were less strongly influenced in their justice perceptions by the use of work performance as an allocation criterion. Their perceptions of performance-based allocation were associated with perceived fairness but to a lesser extent than for those with more self-enhancing values.
Turning to seniority, we made two alternative predictions: Individuals endorsing selfenhancement see it as fairer than those valuing self-transcendence (Hypothesis 2a), or those valuing self-transcendence see it as fairer than those valuing self-enhancement (Hypothesis 2b). The interaction effect was significant. The plotted interaction in Figure 2 shows that the effect was consistent with Hypothesis 2a. Individuals who valued self-enhancement more than self-transcendence (the line labeled "high" in Figure 2 ) reported the greater fairness when their organization used seniority but reported the least fairness when organizations did not consider seniority. Those valuing self-transcendence were not strongly influenced by an organization's consideration of seniority in their perceptions of justice.
We also formulated hypotheses relating consideration of work performance and of seniority to openness to change versus conservation values. None of the interactions relevant to Hypotheses 3, 4a, and 4b were significant, and these hypotheses were therefore not supported.
Finally, we tested the robustness of the two significant moderation effects by testing the two interaction effects simultaneously. When the interaction effects between (a) seniority and self-enhancement versus self-transcendence and (b) work performance and selfenhancement versus self-transcendence were both entered, after adjusting for demographics, main effects, and mean differences as in the previous regressions, only the interaction involving seniority remained significant (unstandardized regression weight = .12, p < .05), whereas the interaction involving consideration of work performance was no longer significant (unstandardized regression weight = .04, p = .2). Main effects for both consideration of work performance (β = .30, p < .001) and seniority (β = .18, p < .01) remained significant.
It is important to note that values were not predicted to show any main effect relations with justice perceptions. Values are evaluative standards and should not result in more favorable justice ratings in general. We predicted only that values as general evaluative standards would interact with particular allocation principles. The lack of any significant main effects for values supports this conceptualization.
DISCUSSION
Previous research has mostly examined the effect of values on attitudes and behaviors directly, whereas this study has tested the importance of values for the evaluation of particular events in terms of fairness. We therefore conceptualized values as moderators rather than arguing that values affect perceptions directly. In fact, values may be better thought of as evaluative standards that affect perceptions than as direct predictors of actual behavior (Bond, Leung, & Schwartz, 1992) because choices among different behavioral tendencies are more strongly influenced by goals, expectancies, and evaluations of possible consequences than by general values (Locke & Henne, 1986) . We consider the effect of values in the present study in relation to our initial goals. The initial focus is on the ability of general measures of values to account for varying effects found within different national samples. We then focus on effects attributable to particular values and issues relating to particular dependent measures.
VALUES AS MODERATORS
German respondents reported less justice and endorsed self-transcendence and conservatism more than did U.K. respondents. However, despite these mean differences, values were shown to moderate justice effects in a similar modest but significant way in both samples. The findings thus support the utility of values as a contributor toward unpackaging cultural differences. The present study used general values and did find culture-general effects. This can be taken as an indicator of the universality of value effects, at least across two samples whose members had been socialized within two rather different socioeconomic systems. Contextual factors may nevertheless account for additional variance in at least some situations. An individual could endorse a particular set of values, but the best way for satisfying the motivational goal underlying those values might be context dependent, as Sagiv and Schwartz (1995) found. For example, in the present sample, support for Hypothesis 2a and not for Hypothesis 2b indicates that seniority was seen as a differential principle and that those endorsing self-enhancement saw it as fairer because it allows them to get ahead within the organization. However, in different cultural contexts, individuals valuing power and achievement might be frustrated if their company considered only seniority because relying on being promoted based on seniority is a slow and frustrating way to achieve social power. In such situations, we might find support for Hypothesis 2b.
Self-Enhancement Effects
Self-enhancement versus self-transcendence moderated reactions to decisions based on work performance and seniority. Those valuing self-enhancement reacted more positively to decisions based on work performance and seniority, whereas those valuing selftranscendence were relatively unaffected by these bases for decision. This supports Hypotheses 1 and 2a. Paradoxically, one could argue that the most interesting aspect of these results concerns those who endorse self-transcendence. In relation to work performance, there is simply a weakening of the effect obtained for self-enhancement. In the case of seniority, there is no significant effect. Consequently, the results provide no information as to what those who endorse self-transcendence might consider fair. These results are reminiscent of Farh et al.'s (1997) finding in Taiwan that openness to change values predicted justice effects, whereas conservation values did not. Although the dimensions of values that were predictive differed, it nevertheless highlights that specific values rather than values in general are important for predicting behaviors and perceptions rather than values in general (Morris & Leung, 2000) . These effects can be observed in samples as divergent as Taiwan, the United Kingdom, and Germany and further strengthens the case for culture-general effects of values.
Openness to Change
We found significant differences for self-enhancement versus self-transcendence, whereas none of the effects was significant for openness to change versus conservation. There are two possible explanations for this pattern of findings. A first explanation concerns the particular samples selected for the present research. Although previous research has indicated that Germany and the United Kingdom differ in terms of individualism-collectivism and power distance, and the current societies have emerged through different historical, socioeconomic, and political developments, these differences are relatively small on a global scale. European countries are more egalitarian and individualistic than most other countries in the world (Hofstede, 2001) . Furthermore, the participants were all White and therefore belonged to the majority of people within each country. Therefore, it might be that there was insufficient representation in the sample of the full range of these values to generate significant effects. Furthermore, it might be that conservation values were not so salient to our participants. The results obtained by Farh et al. (1997) in Taiwan support this possibility. Chinese societies are more traditional, and openness to change versus conservation values are more likely to be salient for Farh et al.'s participants. Not surprising, those values that are important in Chinese society were better predictors than less salient values. Value importance within a culture might influence which values are important for shaping perceptions within cultures. Such mediating effects could be used to explain differences across cultures (Smith & Bond, 2003) . In the present study we focused on moderating effects of values within two samples from Europe. Future work could focus on these moderating effects across a range of cultures where individuals exhibit greater value difference. It could then be tested whether (a) the moderating effects of values differ between cultures, and (b) whether the importance of specific value types within cultures explains these differences in moderation across cultures. Therefore, it could be tested whether cultural differences in moderation effects at the individual level would be mediated by value importance at the culture level (see Baron & Kenny, 1986 , for a conceptual discussion of mediated moderator effects). This comment is speculation, but it would be an exciting and challenging avenue for further studies.
A second explanation for the salient effects of self-enhancement versus self-transcendence values is also likely. Hofstede (2001) suggested that power distance and uncertainty avoidance might be the two most important dimensions for understanding organizational behavior. Power distance is important because it is related to the hierarchical processes that determine who is doing what in organizations and what the hierarchy of command is like in an organization. In a meta-analysis of scenario studies of justice (involving some managerial samples, but mainly students), Fischer and Smith (2004) found that individualismcollectivism was not significantly related to reward allocation preferences typical in organizational settings, whereas hierarchical values were. This underlines the importance of hierarchical beliefs and values for understanding human behavior and perceptions at work. Individualism-collectivism may be helpful for understanding behavior in social situations where individuals have a choice about who to interact with or in close relationship such as families or friendship circles, whereas values related to power and achievement may be more important in work settings that are characterized by formal hierarchies and differential roles and functions.
Seniority Effects
Although significant effects were obtained in relation to consideration of work performance, they were less strong than the effects involving seniority as indicated in the final regression analysis. This is not surprising because pay raises, promotions, and benefits are generally explicitly tied to individual performance within contracts between the employee and the organization. The effect of values might therefore be less strong compared with other principles that are less consistently considered, such as seniority. In support of this, Fischer (2004b) found that a measure of organizational culture is a good predictor of the extent to which organizations consider seniority when making human resource decisions. Principles that are not included in one's job contract are more likely to be evaluated in terms of one's personal and sociocultural expectations.
The relative neglect of seniority in justice research is surprising given the widespread use of seniority rules in organizations worldwide. There may be some differences in the extent to which seniority is used by organizations in different nations around the world (Chen, 1995; Fischer, 2004b; Hundley & Kim, 1997; Martin & Harder, 1994; Rusbult et al., 1995) as well as between organizations within cultures (Fischer, 2004b) . However, this study confirms findings of other research conducted in the United States (e.g., Chen, 1995; Hundley & Kim, 1997; Rusbult et al., 1995) , indicating that seniority is used frequently as one decision criterion when managers have to reward employees, be it pay raises, promotions, or other benefits such as vacation time. It is clear that more research is needed to study the effect of seniority on employees, and the present study is just a first step in this direction. Schwartz's (1992) theory of values postulates 10 value types that can be represented as two broad dimensions. In the present study, we used his higher order dimensions for the sake of parsimony. However, aggregation of these values into single measures of a very broad range of values risks the types of difficulty that have attended attempts to measure individualism-collectivism as a single dimension. Furthermore, collapsing values into broad dimensions using difference scores is likely to result in reliability and variance restriction problems (Peter, Churchill, & Brown, 1993 ) that make it harder to detect moderator relationships and lead to more Type II errors. However, we did find significant effects, and the study was probably very conservative considering the difficulty of detecting interactions.
LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
The possible effects of response styles and common method variance on the outcome of cross-sectional studies also need to be noted. Recent evidence indicates that this might not be a major problem within single nation research (Crampton & Wagner, 1994; Moorman & Podsakoff, 1992) . Common method variance and response styles are likely to result in an increased number of main effects and diminished interaction effects. Given that our results showed no main effects for values but did show main effects of the justice criteria as well as interaction effects, the likelihood of artefactual results because of response style differences is much reduced. The use of difference scores also reduces the possibility of common method explanations of the results.
Finally, it is likely that the underlying value dimensions would influence perceptions more strongly if respondents were direct recipients rather than mere observers of organizational reward allocations and if they had to make choices between preferred values. For instance, a manager might favor accepting promotion to a new position in a different location with increased responsibilities and challenges (related to greater openness to change) but also like the comfort, security, and safety of the present job and the established relationships with peers and superiors (related to conservation). In such situations, values will have a stronger effect on both perceptions and behavior. Future research will need to study value conflicts and how they shape perceptions of work events such as allocation decisions for both observers and recipients.
Finally, values are rather abstract and decontextualized concepts (Peng, Nisbett, & Wong, 1997) . A focus on more specific work-related values (Ros, Schwartz, & Surkiss, 1999) as well as expectancies (Bond et al., 1992) , experiences of past outcomes, economic dependency (Brett, Cron, & Slocum, 1995) , and organizational practices (Hofstede, Neuijen, Ohayv, & Sanders, 1990 ) within a specific context would yield a fuller understanding of fairness perceptions in the workplace.
IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE
The findings that values moderate perceptions of work events have some important practical implications. Decision makers and organizations try to design procedures and make decisions in the most just way based on the belief that there are universal and context-free criteria that are seen as fair by all employees. For example, empirical research on distributive justice has focused exclusively on aspects related to rewarding work performance and effort (e.g., Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001 ). The assumption is that rewarding employees according to their contribution to organizational success is seen as fair and will stimulate more favorable perceptions of the larger organization and increase work performance and motivation (Kanfer, 1990) . However, the present study calls this belief into question. Individuals acquire values that will lead them to evaluate situations in terms of whether they provide an opportunity to satisfy motivational goals and needs expressed in terms of values.
Increasing workforce diversity implies increasing value diversity. Value diversity implies differing reactions to the justice of managers' actions. This challenges managers, who strive to build consensus within their departments about appropriate behaviors and the need to reconcile conflicting positions (Ginzel, Kramer, & Sutton, 1992) . Managers have both to consider the dominant value orientation within their work teams and to emphasize the common denominator for all employees. In a multicultural world, the compatibility of decisions with employees' values and the perceived benefit to all parties of allocation decisions requires vigilance and creativity. Leadership, Organisations and Culture (1988, with Mark Peterson), Social Psychology Across Cultures (2nd ed., 1998, with Michael Bond) , and more than 100 other publications. He is the former editor of Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology and president of the International Association for Cross-Cultural Psychology from 2002 to 2004 
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